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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
CAMERON SCOTT FIGUEROA,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 46243-2018
CANYON COUNTY NO. CR14-18-5662

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Cameron Scott Figueroa pled guilty to two counts of burglary and the district court
imposed concurrent four-year terms, with one and one-half years, fixed.

On appeal,

Mr. Figueroa contends that the district court abused its discretion by declining to retain
jurisdiction and giving him an opportunity to perform a rider.
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
On March 18, 2018, police officers in Nampa responded to a report of an early morning
home burglary; a stranger had entered the bedrooms of children while they were sleeping,
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rummaged through drawers, then fled. (PSI, pp.3-5.) Mr. Figueroa was found in the area,
carrying what officers believed to be burglary tools; he also seemed to match the description
provided of a suspect in a home burglary reported two days earlier. (R., pp.8-10; PSI, p.3-5.)
Mr. Figueroa was arrested and charged with both burglaries. (R., pp.8-11; PSI, pp.4-6.)
On March 29, 2018, the State filed an Information charging Mr. Figueroa with two
counts of burglary, one count of grand theft by possessing stolen property, one count petit theft,
and one count of possession of burglary tools. (R., pp.19-21.) On May 8, 2018, pursuant to an
agreement with the State, Mr. Figueroa pleaded guilty to the two burglary counts, and the State
agreed to dismiss the remaining counts in the Information, as well all charges in another case,
Mr. Figueroa agreed to pay restitution in both cases. (R., pp.27, 42; 5/8/2018 Tr., p.5, L.10 –
p.6, L.7.)
At the sentencing hearing on July 24, 2018, several of the victims testified or had letters
read to the court.

(7/24/18 Tr., p.25, L.10 – p.30, L.24.)

The presentence investigator

recommended that the court retain jurisdiction. (PSI, p.16.) Mr. Figueroa asked for probation
with an underlying aggregate sentence of four years, with two years fixed. (7/24/18 Tr., p.39,
Ls.9-14.) The State asked the court for concurrent, six-year sentences, with two years fixed, and
that Mr. Figueroa be sentenced to “hard time in prison.” (7/24/18 Tr., p.33, Ls.9-14.) The
district court declined Mr. Figueroa’s request for probation and imposed a prison sentence of
four years, with one and one-half years fixed, without retaining jurisdiction.

(R., p.63.)

Mr. Figueroa filed a Notice of Appeal that is timely from the judgment. (R., pp.51, 61.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion by declining to retain jurisdiction or even consider
probation?
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ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Declining To Retain Jurisdiction Or Even Consider
Probation
Mr. Figueroa asserts that the district court abused its discretion by declining to retain
jurisdiction or even consider probation.
The district court’s sentencing decisions are reviewed for an abuse of discretion. State v.
Miller, 151 Idaho 826, 834 (2011). The relevant, multi-tiered inquiry asks: (1) whether the trial
court correctly perceived the issue as one of discretion; (2) whether the trial court acted within
the boundaries of its discretion; (3) acted consistently with the legal standards applicable; and (4)
whether the trial court reached its decision by an exercise of reason. State v. Le Veque, 164
Idaho 110, 112 (2018).
In determining whether to place a defendant on probation or instead to send him to
prison, Idaho Code § 19-2521 requires that the district court not impose a prison sentence
“unless, having regard to the nature and circumstances of the crime and the history, character
and condition of the defendant, it is of the opinion that imprisonment is appropriate for
protection of the public…” I.C. § 19-2521. The Court reviews the district court’s sentencing
decisions for an abuse of discretion, which occurs if the district court imposed a sentence that is
unreasonable, and thus excessive, “under any reasonable view of the facts.” State v. Strand, 137
Idaho 457, 460 (2002); State v. Toohill, 103 Idaho 565, 568 (Ct. App. 1982). “A sentence is
reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and
to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation, or retribution.” Miller, 151
Idaho at 834. The sentencing court’s decision to impose a period of incarceration rather than
probation is reviewed under these same criteria. I.C. § 19-2521; State v. Hayes, 138 Idaho 761,
767 (Ct. App. 2003). In addition to these considerations, where a defendant’s mental condition
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is a significant issue, “Idaho Code Section 19-2523 requires that the sentencing judge also weigh
that mental condition as a sentencing consideration.” Miller, 151 Idaho at 834. Although a
defendant’s mental health is only one of the factors that must be considered and weighed by the
court at sentencing, the record must show the court adequately considered the substance of the
factors when it imposed the sentence. Miller, 151 828, 836 (2011); State v. Strand, 137 Idaho
457, 461 (2002).
When it decides to impose a prison sentence, the district court has the discretion to retain
jurisdiction and order a “rider.” See I.C. § 19–2601(4). The primary purpose of retaining
jurisdiction is to afford the sentencing court additional time for evaluation of the defendant’s
rehabilitation potential and suitability for probation.

State v. Jones, 141 Idaho 673, 677

(Ct. App. 2005). The sentencing court’s refusal to retain jurisdiction is not an abuse of discretion
if the court already has sufficient information upon which to conclude that the defendant is not a
suitable candidate for probation. Id.
In this case, the district court should have granted probation based on the information
before it, or else the retained jurisdiction because it lacked sufficient information from which to
conclude that Mr. Figueroa was not suitable for probation.1
At the time of his sentencing, Mr. Figueroa was a 27-year old man with no significant
criminal history. (PSI, pp.2, 6-8.) He has schizophrenia and committed these offenses during a
period when he was “off” of his mental health medications; however, during his pretrial
confinement Mr. Figueroa received needed care and medications which corrected his thinking,
clarified his judgment, and dramatically changed his perception and self-awareness. (See PSI,
pp.11, 14, 34.) As argued at sentencing, Mr. Figueroa’s mental health needs can be adequately
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treated and monitored in the community, and he can benefit from the positive guidance of his
girlfriend.
This Court should also take into account the fact that Mr. Figueroa was raised under
challenging circumstances. His mother was an addict, they were often homeless living in the
streets of Arizona; he suffered sexual abuse by his mother’s boyfriend, and when he was nine
years old, he and his half-siblings were placed in protective custody in foster care, and they grew
up there until he aged-out at eighteen. (PSI, p.9.) Mr. Figueroa also has significant mental
health conditions that are relevant to this Court’s review of the reasonableness of his sentence.
See I.C. § 19-2523; Hollon v. State, 132 Idaho 573, 581 (1999).

He has diagnoses of

schizophrenia and major depressive disorder – conditions which went untreated until recently.
(PSI, pp.11, 14, 34.) He was also diagnosed with ADHD and an anxiety disorder as noted in his
GAIN-I evaluation. (PSI, pp.11, 14, 34.) After his arrest for the underlying offenses, and at the
time of sentencing, Mr. Figueroa was doing well and had his psychoses under control; he was
managing his mental health and receiving needed treatment. (PSI, pp.14, 34.)
Fortunately, in spite of his many challenges, including the fact he has dyslexia,
Mr. Figueroa did well in school and has his high school diploma; he is very bright and stayed
away from trouble in school. (PSI, p.11.) His goal is to attend college and, because of his love
of animals, plans to one day become licensed as a veterinarian. (PSI, p.11.)
In light of this information, Mr. Figueroa submits that the decision to impose a prison
sentence without considering probation or retaining jurisdiction was unreasonable, representing
an abuse of the district court’s sentencing discretion.

1

Mr. Figueroa’s underlying sentence is no greater than the one he requested, and he therefore
does not challenge it as being excessive.
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CONCLUSION
Mr. Figueroa respectfully asks that this Court vacate his sentence and remand the case to
the district court with instructions that it retain jurisdiction or place him on probation.
DATED this 28th day of February, 2019.

/s/ Kimberly A. Coster
KIMBERLY A. COSTER
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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